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Remarks/Arguments 

Applicant has amended the Title in accordance with the Examiner's request. 
Examiner is free to propose an alternative title if the amended title still raises an 
objection by the Examiner. 

Applicant has amended the Field of the Invention in accordance with the 
Examiner's request. Examiner is free to propose alternative text to the Field of 
Invention if the amendment still raises an objection by the Examiner. 



I. 35 U.S.C, S , 112- Firs» Paragraph Rejection 

The Examiner rejected Claims 1-23 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph 
as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. Applicant disagrees with 
this rejection. 

Specifically, the Examiner rejects Claims 1-23 as the specification fails to 
disclose, "how the method steps as recited in the claim combination are able to 
facilitate communication between different networks in a bi-directional 
communication system." (Office Action, page 2, second paragraph). The 
Examiner states that the specification fails to explain how the flow chart of Figure 3 
can be used to facilitate communications between different networks. 

Controller 60 (from Figure 2) is described on page 1 1 . line 1 of the 
specification as operating with system 12 as to employ the method of Figure 3. 
The specification states that controller 60 is used to facilitate communication to 
allow a CPE device to conduct both "concurrent Internet and local communication". 
Steps 400, 403. 405, 410, and 415 are then described in the specification as 
operating with controller 60 (see specification page 11, line 1 to page 12. line 32). 
Applicant believes that the specification does indicate how the method shown in 
Figure 3 operates for communicating data between different networks. Applicant 
further notes that specification describes the operation of the cable modem 12 in 
which controller 60 resides for enabling communications between CPE equipment 
and the Internet (see specification, page 3, line 27 to page 9, line 14). Applicant 
requests that the Examiner remove the rejection to the Claims. 
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II ii S.C. 6 11 9, Second Paragraph Rejection 

The Examiner rejected Cairns 1-23 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph as 
D "g nTeLe for failing to particularly point out and distinctly c.aim the su*e* 
matter in which App.icant regards as the invention. Applicant degrees w.th this 
rejection. 

The Examiner rejected Claim 1 -5 stating that the claimed hierarchical 
protocol layers fail to "facilitate communicating packetized data between different 
network Applicant notes that the Calmed "hierarchical protocol layers * used 
to describe the claimed different networks. The claim is structured to cla.m that 
each of the different networks uses a communication protocol composed of 
hierarchical layers, as shown in Figure 7. Applicant notes that Cla.ms 21-23 
allowable for the same reasons as Claim 1-5. 

The Examiner's rejection to Claim 6 states that provides there is no step 
recited for determining a MAC address. Applicant notes that the claimed 
redirection step supplies a second protocol layer address "in response to sa.d 
address match"- 

The Examiner also rejected Claims 6-17 as being unclear because the 
preamble to Claim 6 claims a "method for processing IP data". Specifically, the 
Examiner states that there are no steps directed towards processing IP data. 
Applicant disagrees. For example, Claim 6 claims a method for a bi-direct,onal 
communication device using IP data, where IP data is known as being a spec, ic 
type of data. Furthermore, the method steps are directed towards red.rect.ng the 
payload of an IP packet to a second protocol layer address from an IP destination 
address located in a first protocol layer. Applicant believes that the Cla.m 6 does 
describe a method for processing IP data. 

The Examiner rejected Claims 18-20 as being unclear. Specifically, the 
Examiner states that there are no method steps directed towards initiating an 
Application. Independent Claim 18 claims a step of comparing "a received IP 
packet destination with a predetermined IP address to determine if there .s an 
address match". If an address is matched, the claim then states that the payload 
of the packet is conveyed "to a second destination and initiating an Applicat.on . 
Applicant asserts that that Claim 18 does show a series of steps to init.ate an 
Application. 
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Applicant also notes that the comparison step of Cla.m 1 8 does not da.m 
that JpX data already reaches the destination" in the comparison step . as 
th tlr 3 paragraph 3 of the Office Action. Claim 1 8 does damn that the 
Soad "ata 9 ot a S * -nveyed to a first destination in the 

Tsence of an address match, and the payioad data of the IP P-- .^- 
to a second destination if the address does match a predetermined IP address. 

Applicant requests that the Examiner remove the rejection to Claims 1-23 
for the reasons stated above. 

Ill as U.S.C qi03frtR«i —+""*" < Claims 1-23 

The Examiner rejected Claims 1-23 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over S.emmer et al. (U.S. Patent # 6,377,990. after referred to as 
'Slemmer 1 )- Applicant disagrees with this rejection. 

Specifically, the Applicant does not understand 
as the Examiner does not establish a prima face under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as to 
"d cL how the S.emmer reference with the Examined non-art rejects renders 
"aimed eiements of Claims 1-23 obvious. M.P.6.F. § 
that the Examiner establish that the cited prior art reference or references must 
teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner broadly rejects Claims 1-23 without 
disclosing or suggesting how Slemmer in combination with the Exam^s 
suggestion about applications and workstations teach or suggest all of the cla.med 
limitations of Claims 1-23. 

For the reasons listed above, the Applicant requests that the Examiner 
remove the rejection to the Claims or disclose how the cited combination teach or 
suggest all of the claim limitations of Claims 1-23. 

Having fully addressed the Examiner's rejections it is believed that, in view 
of the preceding amendments and remarks, this application is in condrt,on or . 
allowance. Accordingly, reconsideration and allowance are respectfully sohcrted. 
,f however, the Examiner is of the opinion that such action cannot be taken, the 
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7aCl PaP- Any other fees that are owed in connection w,h th.s 
response are to be charged to deposit account 07-0832. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Fogelson 
<^g. No. 43, 613 
Phone (609) 734-6609 



Patent Operations 
Thomson Licensing Inc. 
P.O. Box 5312 

Princeton, New Jersey 08543-5312 
June 18, 2004 
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